have been slow to turn to one of the oldest tools in labor's repertoire, international labor solidarity. Strategies of international labor solidarity have run counter to the main currents of post-World War II labor movement policy. These policies have involved decades of effort to develop institutions for influencing national politics and, until recently, these policies had attained a level of prestige conferred only by decades of success. By the mid-1950s, almost everywhere, the political influence of trade unions in Europe and the United States and in the more industrialized nations of Latin America had greatly increased in terms of both political parties and national governments. In Europe and the United States and Canada, Keynesian economic policies focused on national governments as the major loci for economic decision making. In Latin America, protectionist strategies for economic development also focused labor's attention on national policy making. After the heady days of the 1950s and 1960s, labor was largely unprepared for the free market offensive of the 1980s and 1990s (French 2000) .
Faced with an almost unprecedented challenge, most trade unionists have continued to pursue traditional policies that rely on states for relief. Unions have championed protectionism, sought to deal with unemployment through the national welfare state, and, when national government officials have not been available, intensified efforts to find patrons among local or regional officials. Leaders of the French Confédération Générale du Travail (CGT), the American Federation of Labor-Congress of Industrial Organizations (AFL-CIO), and the Mexican Confederación Regional de Obreros Mexicanos (CROM) all pictured themselves as stalwart defenders of the national interest against international capital. German trade unions, threatened by the fear of a tidal wave of Eastern European migration, sought to limit migration.
Yet after two decades of chastening experience, trade union leaders are beginning to reconsider their reliance on the state. Diminishing support from their most reliable political allies-leaders of the British Labour Party, the European socialist parties, the American Democratic Party, the Mexican Partido Revolucionario Institucional (PRI), and Argentine Peronists-has been a source of great frustration. Furthermore, the growth of transnational banks and regulatory agencies, the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund (IMF), the European Union (EU), and the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) have weakened consolidated-state policy making in areas of great concern for trade unionists.
As their hold on the consolidated state has loosened, and as the state's competence in trade policy has declined, trade unions in industrialized countries have begun to consider promoting the unionization of workers in less industrialized countries. Today the most interesting and substantial efforts at trade union solidarity are taking place between the U.S. and Latin American labor movements, and most of the essays herein consider one or another aspect of cross-border organizing in this region. The success or failure of efforts by U.S. labor will have a substantial impact on trade union movements in other industrialized nations as well as on the practice of labor solidarity globally.
The practice of transnational labor solidarity presents both opportunities and challenges to social scientists and especially to historically oriented social scientists. Too often, studies of transnational labor solidarity have been confined to scholars who focus most of their attention on labor movements and their dynamics. A broader analysis is required. Wage labor presumes the existence of capital, and stable markets require state regulation. The essays in this collection present an analysis of solidarity that breaks with the immiserization/proletarianization-based interpretations still prevalent among labor historians, but the essays also look at solidarity as a byproduct of interaction with other mechanisms, as part of a larger process that generates transnational collective action.
While drawing on established social science explanations, these essays also modify them. Established paradigms generally presume a single state, usually a consolidated state with a centralized bureaucracy characteristic of industrialized Europe and North America. These theories are less at home with the analysis of transnational interactions and, especially, interrelations between states of unequal power (Krasner 1999; Wendt 1999) . The analysis of solidarity presented in this collection offers fresh insights into an old problem. But even as they deploy established social science explanations in a new context, they also suggest new possibilities. Improvisation and adaptation-and sometimes reconceptualization-are needed when employing social-scientific theories in this growing area of academic interest.
Transnational Labor Solidarity
International Labor Solidarity! The phrase is a magic one for labor historians and trade union activists, recalling many of the proudest moments of the labor past. Yet it has often been associated with ideas of immiserization that define solidarity in a narrowly economic manner ( Johns 1998) . Traditional Marxists, whose hold is still far from negligible among labor academics, trade union theorists, and activists, view labor solidarity as the inevitable result of a ''proletarianization'' that reduces small proprietors and skilled workers to the common status of unskilled wage laborers. According to this theory, depressing skill levels and increasing the number of unskilled workers would push wages worldwide toward survival levels and drive workers to united, international-and revolutionary-action (Schlossberg 1935: 15-16) .
Even at the time of their greatest popularity, the 1930s, such analyses were inadequate to explain national solidarity strikes, much less transnational solidarity. The great national solidarity strikes of the 1930s-the French sitdown strikes of 1936 and the mass strikes of automobile workers and steelworkers in the United States in 1936-37-were not the product of hungry workers trying to stay alive. Solidarity was a result of the enhanced political opportunities created by the advent of reform-oriented administrationsthose of Léon Blum in France, Franklin Delano Roosevelt in the United States. It sprang from the prior existence of networks of trade union activists within the factory labor force (Shorter and Tilly 1974) . Ironically, solidarity also arose from the spread of consumerism that brought workers to the movies and sold them newspapers, thus helping to give disparate workingclass groups a common popular culture (Cohen 1990 ). Left-wing movements promoted cultural unity within the milieus that they controlled (Denning 1997) . In the United States, racism often hindered solidarity and added an additional, divisive element (Nelson 2001) . Almost everywhere gender provided another obstacle to labor solidarity (Baron 1991; Brooks 2002; French and James 1997) .
Immiserization-based explanations of solidarity have always had serious weaknesses, but the current practice of transnational solidarity has unique features that invalidate their most basic premises. Today relatively more impoverished workers are mobilized by transnational solidarity than in the 1930s, but they are mobilized by trade unions more prosperous, more geographically distant, and more culturally diverse than those of the 1930s. The nature of solidarity has also changed and requires new analyses. As opposed to the 1930s, spontaneous strike waves of industrial workers are not characteristic features of contemporary trade union solidarity and especially not of transnational labor solidarity. The meaning of political opportunity is prob-lematic in cross-border situations where workers come from different trade union traditions and often do not speak the same language. Under such circumstances, features of solidarity that were perhaps already implicit in past solidarity actions take on an exceptionally clear outline.
Modern transnational solidarity is not the result of a reflex action in which workers suddenly recognize themselves in the face of the other. Transnational solidarity is typically deliberative, contemplating alternatives and involving choices. Significant new expressions of transnational solidarity usually exhibit three features: first, they emerge in response to new strategic situations; second, they are based on bargaining between those groups of workers capable of providing aid and other groups of workers seeking to obtain aid; and third, they involve changed relationships between workers providing aid and workers receiving it (Ramsay 2000) .The essays in this issue all emphasize one or the other of these features, and we shall consider each separately: new situations, bargaining, and changed relationships.
The Logic of Transnational Labor Solidarity
The essay by Andrew Herod underlines the need to consider labor solidarity as an innovative response to new situations. Rather than viewing globalized production as a fatal blow to labor militancy, Herod emphasizes the fresh opportunities arising from the introduction of innovative productive methods. The introduction of ''just in time'' production-a process dependent upon the rapid transport of auto parts from one factory to another-creates bottlenecks vulnerable to unionist attack. As Herod shows in his study of the 1998 Flint strike at General Motors, a strike in a single vital point can echo throughout the global factory. While the Flint strike was local, it had transnational consequences. Instead of conceiving of transnational solidarity as something exclusively involving the transfer of resources across borders or the coordination of strike action, the identification of strategic industrial locations and a focus on these locations by labor militants may be an important tactic for movements of transnational solidarity (DeMartino 1999).
Herod's essay importantly emphasizes the unique historical features of the present period. To respond to new challenges, workers must develop new tactics. To labor historians, international labor solidarity might seem a traditional response to market expansion. The workers currently engaged in transnational solidarity tactics do not regard them as traditional or routine.
A new repertoire of labor action is being created that has parallels with the past but distinctively modern features as well.
In present-day solidarity actions involving U.S. and Latin American workers, solidarity is constructed through bargaining and negotiating between unionists and groups of workers. Essays by Heather L. Williams and Ralph Armbruster-Sandoval emphasize the bargaining aspects of solidarity. As used here, solidarity is a publicly asserted identity, a justification for collective action that emerges from political discussions within trade unions or between trade union organizers and groups of workers. It is not necessarily a private sentiment or an interpersonal assertion of similarity. It is not an allor-nothing concept but a spectrum of practices and representations. Actions taken ''on behalf of '' groups of workers do not constitute solidarity. Nor do alliances. ''Labor solidarity'' is a type of solidarity that involves groups of wage laborers. When labor solidarity is carried out within a variety of different areas of life and across an extensive field of social interaction, it can fuel class formation and produce an increased emphasis on class as a central social and political identity.
In her case study of labor solidarity, Williams looks at the Han Young auto assembly plant in Tijuana in 1997-98, a celebrated case in cross-border industrial relations, and uses it to cast light on broader issues. Her essay explores the great pressures that U.S. unions and social movements brought to bear in an unsuccessful effort to organize the plant. The Han Young case reveals the flawed premises of any interpretation that asserts the unproblematic nature of class identity and labor solidarity. Mexican corporatist unions working together with autonomous local authorities were crucial in defeating these initiatives and in so confusing the issues that social movement leaders were unable to explain them to the larger public. Such confusion and disagreement were possible because Mexico and the United States have very different labor traditions, and relationships between Mexican and U.S. trade unionists have often been open to misunderstanding and disagreement. In bargaining, symbolic issues may be particularly important, and actions with a recognized signification in Mexican public arenas often bear a different signification (or none at all) in U.S. public arenas. Bargaining is necessary to gain cooperation between Mexican and U.S. unions and to raise issues in Mexican strike struggles that can be communicated to U.S. audiences.
Taking up some of the same themes discussed by Williams, Ralph Armbruster-Sandoval shows the complex internal dynamics that occurred as U.S. social movement leaders and trade unionists struggled unsuccessfully to support the workers at the Korean-owned, Kimi shirtmaking plant in Continental Park, an industrial zone near La Lima, Honduras, between 1995 and 2000. Here, too, local powers were vital in resisting both national and U.S. pressure to protect the union, but they were able to triumph because of divisions among the union's supporters. Armbruster-Sandoval's essay casts a searching light on the tactical differences between unions and social movements. Transnational labor movements inevitably attend to specific groups of workers, those enrolled in the union and involved in the strike. Labor movements focus on negotiating contracts and raising wages, while transnational social movements can be more oriented toward securing broader but more diffuse recognitions of labor rights. In the case analyzed by ArmbrusterSandoval, disagreements between social movement and trade union over workers' contractual needs and their human rights paralyzed the organizing campaign at a crucial stage. The cases involving both the Han Young plant in Mexico and the Kimi plant in Honduras show the importance of negotiating labor identity and defining target constituencies in cross-border organizing.
If transnational labor solidarity must meet the tactical needs of trade unions and requires negotiation and bargaining, it also produces new understandings and changed relationships, the third key element in this analysis of solidarity. Essays by Joel Stillerman and Mark Anner stress the changes in trade union identities that have resulted from the practice of solidarity between trade unions in North America and those in Latin America. Interestingly enough, new projects of cross-border cooperation have resulted from both successful and unsuccessful strike solidarity campaigns.
Stillerman focuses on the groups that mobilized to enforce the labor accords of the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) passed in 1993 (Diamond 1996) . The mobilization of new groups was sparked by new opportunities presented by the passage of NAFTA. Stillerman shows how case after case reveals the weakness of the NAFTA-created institutions. He argues that the main significance of the battle to enforce the North American Agreement on Labor Cooperation (NAALC) has been in promoting the growth of ''transnationalist activist networks'' uniting trade unionists across the continent and across social movement organizations (Keck and Sikkink 1998) . Although the NAALC has weak enforcement powers, battles to implement it have encouraged Mexican and U.S. unionists to meet together, to target specific employers, and to exchange organizers. Mark Anner's essay similarly emphasizes the outcomes of transnational labor solidarity. One product of increased transnational cooperation between Brazilian trade unionists and their U.S. and European counterparts has been a growing sense among the Brazilians that they are part of a larger movement. The aid provided by foreign unionists helped the Central Única dos Trabalhadores (CUT) to carry out successful negotiations and to build a credible mass-based alternative to corporatist unions offering workers services. Benefiting from transnational solidarity, the CUT also responded in kind. In 2001 Brazilian Mercedes Benz workers refused to work overtime to compensate for production losses due to a strike of South African autoworkers. Their sense of identification with a broader movement produced an impressive example of transnational labor solidarity.
Transnational Labor Solidarity and the Social Sciences
The essays in this collection all focus on the character of transnational solidarity and propose new approaches to its study. To explain the rise of solidarity-a process of identity formation-and its success or failure, they draw upon a handful of major explanatory mechanisms widely used in the social science literature on Latin America and the United States. A full explanation of the transnational collective action investigated in these articles hinges on relating labor solidarity to these other mechanisms.The arguments presented here are consonant with the general approach to social scientific explanation recently proposed by such scholars as Doug McAdam, Sidney Tarrow, and Charles Tilly (McAdam et al. 2001) .
In addition to the three factors in the generation of transnational labor solidarity discussed earlier, the essays in this collection emphasize three mechanisms that, together with labor solidarity, play an important role in generating transnational cooperative action between U.S. and Latin American labor movements.The first mechanism is one of coalition formation-the recruitment of allies willing to aid trade unionists engaged in transnational solidarity, focusing attention on social movements and the relations between trade unionists and social movements. The second mechanism involves challenges to the corporatist regimes that have integrated trade union organizations into state decision-making bodies. The third mechanism considers the evolving worldwide division of labor and the ways in which the reconfigura-tion of work organization makes industries susceptible to coalition formation and government incorporation. Several of the authors in this collection use the concept of ''global commodity chains,'' an exciting new approach to analyzing the transnational organization of labor. Each of these historical mechanisms has been the subject of study and elaboration within the social sciences; each can help readers understand the success or failure of transnational collective action; and each is most effective when presented in a dynamic historical context.
Let us begin by looking at the availability of allies in the shaping of transnational labor solidarity. Although most of the contributors to this issue draw on social movement theories, some current theorizing about ''new social movements'' is irrelevant because it pays little attention to relations between social movements and labor movements. The failure to deal with these relations is no mere oversight but a theoretical weakness, for many such theorists see ''new social movements'' as an alternative to the concept of class identities. ''New social movements'' are defined here as a family of social movements including the ecology movement, the peace movement, the women's movement, the gay rights movement, and the anti-sweating movement. In explicit contrast to labor movements, new social movements are distinguished by their decentralization, political independence, and orientation toward cultural issues and also by the disproportionate role of middle-class professionals within them (Melucci 1989; Offe 1987; Kriesi et al. 1995) . Ignoring the long history of their relationship, social movements are portrayed as the future of collective action, labor movements as relics of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries (Hanagan 1998) .
Positing social movements as alternatives to independent labor action will not do in the study of transnational labor solidarity. In anti-sweating movements and in anti-globalization movements everyone recognizes the irreplaceable role of trade unions. While everyone agrees on the importance of social movements in some industrial sectors, no one argues that social movements could substitute for labor movements. While social movements have been indispensable supporters of the collaboration between U.S. and Latin American trade unionists, relationships between social movements and trade unions have not been without friction. Many of the same issues that have emerged in labor rights struggles have also appeared within the growing battles against the unfettered expansion of global markets. As one example of such intersection, Jeffrey Ayres's important study (1998) of Canadian opposi-tion to NAFTA makes the tension between trade unionists and social movements a central theme, while Jackie Smith (2002) shows how collaboration between labor and social movements undergirded the Battle of Seattle protests of 1999.
Of particular relevance to the themes of this issue are the works of Herbert Kitschelt (1994 ), Fritz Scharpf (1987 , and Frances Fox Piven (1991) , who concentrate on the ties connecting trade unions and social movements and who see the emergence of broad new identities and the success of mobilization as being dependent on these relations. These scholars argue that cooperation between social movements and among trade unions may generate popular identities that are more encompassing than the class identities resulting from labor solidarity. They see this cooperation as generating a new ''populist identity'' that can have a broader appeal than class alone. The process of identity formation resulting in transnational labor solidarity may be a limited step in the direction of creating a larger, more encompassing social identity-a new ''social imaginary,'' in the words of Piven (1991: 19) , ''capable of carrying a whole population forward.'' Other students of this relationship foresee the formation of trade union movements that are also social movements, a characteristic feature of trade union militancy in earlier periods (Aronowitz 1991; Moody 1997; Munck and Waterman 1999) .
The erosion of government support for trade union movements-the breakup of corporatism-is another mechanism affecting the success or failure of transnational labor solidarity. Government policies toward labor, some deeply rooted in the past, influence the attitudes and actions of contemporary political decision makers. Part of the reason for the different relationship between social and labor movements involves the different modes of political incorporation that prevail in the United States and in much of Latin America. U.S. labor competes for attention in a ''pluralist'' political arena filled with well-organized special interests, each out to influence legislation toward its own, private interest. In the more industrialized nations of Latin America, however, elements of the labor movement may be incorporated into the government or a ruling party. Corporatism links organized interests in civil society with decision-making state structures outside of formal democratic processes (Schmitter 1979) . In many European and Latin American countries corporatism provides a mechanism for linking popular organizations such as trade unions to traditional elites.
A great deal of attention has been devoted to classifying different forms of corporatist society and exploring how such societies have functioned. Only recently have scholars begun to devote attention to understanding corporatism as a historical mechanism, studying how corporatist regimes came into being and examining the ties binding diverse elements together and forcing them apart (Middlebrook 1995 ). Yet precisely these questions have risen to the top of the agenda in Latin American labor history (Fox 1994) . Efforts at transnational labor organization in Mexico and Brazil are significantly complicated by the presence of corporatist unions in the field. In Mexico, corporatist unions still dominate the field. Corporatist ties there have been strong since the 1930s and before. Mexican trade unions have fought strongly to maintain their corporatist ties with the PRI even while the PRI itself has lost power and even when the national PRI leadership has turned against labor. Mexican labor's commitment to corporatism stems in part from the absence of an alternative. There is no strong labor or socialist party that might provide more support than the PRI. Corporatist trade unions, as autocratic organizations relatively free from rank-and-file pressure, can often find support from provincial and local-level PRI officials even when national leaders are not sympathetic (Burgess 2001) . Because mainstream Mexican trade unions have remained loyal to corporatism, marginalized unions-existing outside the established consensus and sharing leftist principles-have been the first to seize the new organizing opportunities. Along the border between the United States and Mexico, the Frente Auténtico del Trabajo (FAT), a left-wing Catholic union excluded from the corporatist regime, has worked successfully with the United Electrical Workers (UE), a union excluded from the AFL-CIO in 1949 because of its alleged Communist sympathies. The principles of labor solidarity commonly accepted by the two groups may have already inclined them toward transnationalism (Hathaway 2000) . In any case, the FAT-UE collaboration has been among the most pathbreaking and innovative of cross-border tradeunion exchanges, but the failure of mainstream Mexican labor to collaborate in cross-border organizing represents a significant obstacle to success.
While it is important to look at the ways in which labor is integrated into the national political order, it is also important to examine the ways in which industry is integrated into the world economy. ''Commodity chains'' focus attention on genuinely transnational economic processes, and they also draw attention to historical changes in the worldwide organization of labor. Commodity chains provide a convenient way of describing those indus-tries in which alliance formation is crucial to the generation of labor solidarity. According to Terence Hopkins and Immanuel Wallerstein (1986) , ''commodity chain'' refers to ''a network of labor and production processes whose end result is a finished commodity.'' Such networks are classified into ''producer-driven'' commodity chains in which ''large, usually transnational, corporations play the central role in coordinating production networks'' and ''buyer-driven'' chains in which ''retailers, brand-named merchandisers, and trading companies play the central role in shaping decentralization production networks in a variety of exporting countries'' (Gereffi et al. 1994: 3-5) . Contributors to this collection employ commodity chains to identify situations in which social movements may prove to be absolutely essential allies of trade unionists in the struggle for labor solidarity. Because of their orientation toward consumers in industrialized nations, buyer-driven chains may be the preferred terrain for social movements. In contrast, producer-driven chains may be less susceptible to mass consumer pressure, although they are also likely to be more capital-intensive and less mobile (trade union militancy such as that described in Herod's essay may be especially applicable here).
So far, the commodity-chain concept has intrigued economists and geographers but has had little effect on sociologists and none on historians. The commodity chain is a genuinely transnational idea, identifying mechanisms that operate mainly across borders (see also Rogowski 1989) . Commodity chains are one of those rare social-science ideas that have actually attracted the interest of labor activists (Gindin 2001) .The identification of ties between chains and the comparison of industries and workers occupying similar positions within different labor chains may offer interesting insights into the study of comparative labor movements and the role of different groups of workers in demonstrating solidarity. In any case, the authors of the essays in this collection have begun to apply commodity-chain conceptions in some interesting new ways.
In conclusion, let it be observed that this collection provides both a series of important insights into transnational solidarity and a perspective on the larger forces that promote transnational collective action. Solidarity is portrayed as a creative response to new situations, a negotiated process, and a cumulative procedure that can expand or contract. Conditions for labor solidarity between U.S. and Latin American nations may depend on the availability of social movements, the willingness of unions to break with corporatist alliances, and the character of the industrial sectors in which trade unions organize. To support their arguments contributors employ key social-science conceptions, adapting them in new and innovative ways. Creative and challenging, these essays present a stimulating example of how historical social scientists respond to new problems.
Note
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